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REMARKS 

Election/Restrictions 

In the Office Action dated 21 August 2008, tlie Examiner states as tlie basis for his 
argument in support of restriction that "the originally filed claims were only directed to Invention 
I" ("systems requiring additional steering logic to shared resource") and not to Invention II 
("systems not requiring additional steering logic to shared resource"). This statement is 
incorrect; and thus so is the Examiner's basis for restriction. For example, see original claim 34 
"wherein the communication path is determined by the resource". Original claim 34 does not 
require additional steerina loaic (see steering logic 36 in FIG. 1), mentions nothing about 
additional steering logic, and thus falls under Invention II. And claim 25, as amended in 
Applicants' Response dated 1 2 September 2007, modified claim 25 by stating that "the resource 
establishes a communication path between the resource and at least one of the first bus master 
and the second bus master". Applicants are unclear how this amended claim 25 and original 
claim 34 are not both categorized under Invention II? Applicants respectfully assert that the 
Examiner erred in not examining amended claim 25 (and other claims as well). 

Applicants have only canceled claims 1-76 because of the Examiner's continuous 
restrictions, which now clearly appear to be based on an incorrect assumption. If the Examiner 
agrees that the previous restrictions were based on an incorrect assumption, perhaps a 
telephone call to determine which claims to proceed with would be most efficient. 

Applicants respectfully traverse the Examiner's argument that the claims should be 
restricted due to being related as subcombinations ("systems requiring additional steering logic 
to shared resource" and "systems not requiring additional steering logic to shared resource"). 
Applicants respectfully note that the Examiner has already searched both subcombinations as 
evidenced in the Office Action dated June 29, 2006 which considered all of the originally filed 
claims 1-36, including both subcombinations. 

In addition. Applicants note that the Examiner is required to show that there would be a 
serious search and examination burden if restriction were not required. The Examiner has not 
made this prima facie showing and thus the Examiner's current restriction is improper. In the 
Office Action dated 4/7/2008, page 3, the Examiner merely listed possible ways to meet this 
burden, but the Examiner has not stated which one applies and why. In addition, as the 
Examiner has already searched both subcombinations (see Office Action dated June 29, 2006), 
such a search was, and is, clearly not a burden. 
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However, to move this case to resolution and allowance, Applicants have added a 
generic claim 77 that covers both subcombinations and has already been searched (it is original 
claim 22 rewritten in independent form with all of the limitations of independent claim 20 and all 
intervening dependent claims, i.e. claim 21). As the Examiner has already searched the text of 
this claim for this case, there is no reasonable way for the Examiner to argue that searching this 
claim would be a "serious search and examination burden". And as a generic claim 77 is being 
examined, claims to both subcombinations should also be examined. 

Applicants respectfully request the Examiner to withdraw his restrictions. 

Claim Rejections under Watkins and Woods - 35 USC 1 03(a) 

Claim 77 is rejected under 35 USC 1 03(a) as being unpatentable over Watkins et al. (US 
2003/0182492) and Woods (US 5,428,799). In the Examiner's Office Action dated 21 August 
2008, the Examiner admitted that Watkins does not disclose "when the resource is unowned by 
any of the plurality of bus masters, establishing the communication path between the resource 
and the at least one of the bus masters based on a map definition defined by a first master of 
the plurality of bus masters". Not only does Watkins not teach the claimed language, Watkins in 
fact teaches away from the claimed language by aborting an access that is "unowned" and 
preventing communication with an "unowned" device. See Watkins, paragraph [0061], lines 5-9, 
stating "A slot that is not owned by the processing set making a particular access (whether 
because it is not owned at all , or because it is owned by the other processing set) cannot be 
accessed by that processing set. Accordingly, such an access is aborted (emphasis added). In 
addition, Watkins, paragraph [01 18], lines 1-3 and 5-6, states "the overall effect of the disable 
unit 960 is to prevent a processing set from communicating over the maintenance bus with a 
device it does not own . . .so that a processing set can only access over the maintenance bus a 
device that it owns (emphasis added). 

In addition, the Examiner appears to be confusing resource "ownership" with the 
"map definition". The language of claim 77 states "when the resource is unowned by any of 
the plurality of bus masters, establishing the communication path between the resource and the 
at least one of the bus masters based on a map definition defined by a first master of the 
plurality of bus masters". When a resource is "unowned", there is no ownership; and thus the 
device "ownership" information taught in Watkins is irrelevant and meaningless in this context. 
Referring to FIG. 2 of the present invention, it is clear that the "map definition" (see circuitry 73 
and 74) is separate and is not the same as "ownership" information (see circuitry 75). In the 
claimed invention, when the resource is unowned by any of the bus masters, a map definition 
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(73, 74) is used to establish tlie communication patli between tine resource and at least one of 
the bus masters. Again, Watkins does not teach anything even remotely related to a "map 
definition". 

Thus Watkins has not taught any portion of "when the resource is unowned by any of the 
plurality of bus masters, establishing the communication path between the resource and the at 
least one of the bus masters based on a map definition defined by a first master of the plurality 
of bus masters"; and in fact, Watkins teaches away from this. 

The only portion of Woods cited by the Examiner as support is col. 7, lines 1 -5, which 
discusses block 51 6 In FIG. 5(a) and block 526 in FIG. 5(b). The Examiner asserts that Woods 
teaches a default processor receiving interrupts. Applicants respectfully assert that this Is not 
relevant to the language of claim 77. Again, claim 77 states "when the resource Is unowned by 
any of the plurality of bus masters, establishing the communication path between the resource 
and the at least one of the bus masters based on a map definition defined by a first master of 
the plurality of bus masters". Woods does not teach any of this language. For example, Woods 
does not teach "when the resource Is unowned by any of the plurality of bus masters". In fact, 
Woods has nothing whatsoever to do with ownership of a resource and is not even relevant to 
this language. Also, Woods does not teach a map definition written or defined by a first master 
of the plurality of bus masters. Woods teaches that a redirector or a default CPU merely 
retrieves information from a look-up table; but Woods teaches nothing about "a map definition 
defined by a first master of the plurality of bus masters". See FIG. 2 and associated text of the 
present invention that discloses a plurality of map definition registers 73, 74 that may be 
programmed by one or more bus masters. 

Since neither Watkins nor Woods teaches any of this language of claim 77, namely 
"when the resource is unowned by any of the plurality of bus masters, establishing the 
communication path between the resource and the at least one of the bus masters based on a 
map definition defined by a first master of the plurality of bus masters"; and since Watkins In fact 
teaches away from this language. Applicants respectfully request the allowance of claim 77. 
For at least these reasons, claim 77 is allowable over the prior art of record. 

The Office Action contains numerous statements characterizing the claims, the 
Specification, and the prior art. Regardless of whether such statements were addressed by 
Applicants, Applicants refuse to subscribe to any of these statements, unless expressly 
Indicated by Applicants. 
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Applicants believe the application is in condition for allowance which action is 
respectfully solicited. Please contact Susan C. Hill if there are any issues regarding this 
communication or the current Application. 

If Applicant has overlooked any additional fees, or if any overpayment has been made, 
the Commissioner is hereby authorized to credit or debit Deposit Account 503079, Freescale 
Semiconductor, Inc. 



Respectfully submitted. 



SEND CORRESPONDENCE TO: 



Customer Number: 23125 



Freescale Semiconductor, Inc. 
Law Department 



By: /Daniel D. Hill/ 

Daniel D. Hill 
Attorney of Record 
Reg. No.: 35,895 
Telephone: (512) 996-6839 
Fax No.: (512)996-6854 
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